The President: Our speaker tonight, Colin Morgan, has spent a professional lifetime in the Metropolitan Police and he has commanded the highest profile public event policing for the Metropolitan Police Service. He has worked with his officers on many occasions that I have been privileged to be at, openings of Parliament and state visits of foreign dignitaries, and organised them. I have worked with his officers to try and get the Army Medical Services to provide suitable military cover for these occasions. So it is with great pleasure that we welcome him to speak to us tonight. (Applause)
Mr Morgan: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. It is indeed an honour to speak in front of you here today. I hope I meet your expectations. As a police officer who has spent many, many an uncomfortable few hours in the witness box in front of probably many of you and your peers, you are really a quite intimidating audience.
I am going to talk to you about some of the issues that I experienced in my 31 and a bit of years in the Metropolitan Police Service. Despite the ridiculous (Scottish) accent, I did all my police service in London and, I've got to be honest with you, I don't think I could have policed anywhere else. I love this city and I loved policing it. It has given me some quite difficult challenges over the years, but there is not one single day that I didn't want to go to work, which I think is quite a positive after thirty-one and a half years. I am quite a sentimental old soul and I am going to talk to you about, within the last few years, some of the highs and some of the lows of my police career. I've had this thing for years; I am going to use it tonight.
I did a lot, was honoured and privileged to do a great deal. Some things I got right, the majority I got slightly wrong or seriously wrong, but, just working through, one that stuck out for me hugely was the Beijing Olympic Torch Relay at Easter 2008, when it snowed. You will remember these chaps in blue, who were the Chinese escort team for the torch relay, and the torch came under attack for miles, from Wembley Stadium from where it started, to the Olympic Park. The sector that I had was from Trafalgar Square, all the way down Whitehall, across the river, back across the river again and then up to St. Paul's and into the City, and when it came on to the sector at Trafalgar Square the only way I can describe it as like a cartoon when you see the dust cloud with arms and legs coming out of it, that is what it looked like. As it neared Downing Street, the person who was supposed to take the torch, and indeed did take the torch, into Downing Street was Denise Lewis, the Olympic heptathlete, and she looked at me and then looked up at this dustball of fighting and then looked back at me again and all I could say was ''Don't worry, you can run faster than anyone else.'' (Laughter) She did that.
I policed the riots; I commanded North East London in the riots. I like to tell my colleagues that was the bit that didn't burn. Usually, and I am sure you would agree, when you're in court or you're in surgery, or whatever your profession happens to be, time flies by very, very quickly. It didn't fly by quickly that night; time dragged, and it wasn't pleasant, I can assure you.
I was privileged to command several Remembrance Sundays (a real honour) to create a safe environment for the veterans.
I commanded Notting Hill Carnival. These three lunatics decided to give a display of dancing in full riot gear one evening. The one at the front, a good friend of mine, phoned me up the following day and said ''Guv'nor. . .'' ''Yes, Rob?'' ''. . .I think I got it wrong again.'' But, if I'm honest with you, it was the best bit of public relations for the Metropolitan Police at the Notting Hill Carnival for a long time. I am going to touch on the Notting Hill Carnival later.
I commanded several ''Million Mask'' marches. That is on the 5th November each year. It got to be a bit of a bun fight in Central London. I am going to talk about that a bit later as well.
I commanded the protest disorder outside the Israeli Embassy one very cold January a few years ago when, you remember, with the Israeli invasion of Gaza, we had significant disorder outside the embassy.
I commanded the aftermath of Mark Duggan, including the inquest. A very challenging time, a real risk of disorder following the riots, and it just seemed to go on forever in terms of inquests and other key anniversaries.
There were a number of state visits. The Chinese state visit in April 2016: I would love to tell you about some of the dilemmas that faced me, but unfortunately the Independent Police Complaints Commission won't let me, so we will maybe talk about it some other time.
VE Day; again a great honour. I commanded the 70th anniversary of VE Day and the celebrations over that very long weekend. I will talk not of that later but about some other stuff that took place the same weekend.
I was the Commander for Wembley Stadium for five years and commanded this particular match. If you remember the Bataclan and other atrocities on that horrible night in November 2015 in Paris, the Monday or the Tuesday afterwards England played France in Wembley Stadium. The only two things I ever lost sleep over were that one and that one, obviously in terms of threat level, and it was quite an uncomfortable time.
I had the honour of being the Commander for the birth of both the royal babies. You may ask what has that got to do with public order? If you remember, Her Royal Highness gave birth in a public hospital, St. Mary's at Paddington, and created quite a security operation in terms of at the time the two most important people in the UK were in a walk-in hospital, which brought with it its own challenges.
It was the same with the royal wedding. I didn't get any of the glamour of the royal wedding, I got protest and a case which has just cleared the Supreme Court in relation to pre-emptive arrests for breach of the peace. That one was quite an interesting day as well.
I commanded at Wembley. I commanded two Champion League finals, and various right-wing demonstrations, and I am going to touch on one of those later.
I did a number of visits by American Presidents to the UK. This was a funny one. If you remember, when Mr and Mrs Obama went to visit Her Majesty the Queen and the Duke of Edinburgh at Windsor, the helicopters flew in and then Her Majesty the Queen drove the four of them to Windsor. A couple of weeks beforehand, when Her Majesty decided that that is how it was going to be done, the Americans came to visit me, as they did on various state visits, twice a day maybe, to talk about security. I remember telling them that Her Majesty had decided that when they arrive at Windsor she will drive from the helicopter into Windsor, and they were stunned, they couldn't speak. (Laughter) I won't try an American accent because it will come out wrong, but the Americans said ''Where is the lead protection officer going to go?'' ''In the vehicle behind, I would imagine. I can't imagine him bumped in between the Duke of Edinburgh and Her Majesty.'' ''No, no. You're going to have to tell Her Majesty the Queen that that doesn't happen. We can't have the President not next to his lead protection officer.'' I advised them that, unless we cancelled the state visit, that is what was going to be happening, and just as they were starting to recover I did remind them that Her Majesty the Queen has never actually passed a driving test. (Laughter) And she hasn't.
In my 31-year career in policing, the only thing I ever learned is that everyone else knew a better way to do it Morganin terms of public order policing, and, with the greatest respect, that was probably some of you in this room, but it was almost all after the fact. There was a distinct lack of advice at the time. I used to refer to it as ''The Ministry of Hindsight'' (laughter).
Right, I'd better get serious for a moment. I am always reluctant to go into great detail when at least 50% of the room are legal experts, so this is for the sake of the medical side of the business. In policing public order protests, security operations and public gatherings what am I thinking from a Human Rights Act perspective? Those are the articles that, in my little brain, are the ones that regularly were influencing my decision-making. Clearly Article 2; Article 5, for obvious reasons, especially when we talk about containment, which I will touch on later, and it will probably come up somewhere in the questions; and then Articles 9, 10 and 11, which, in layman's terms (and I consider myself a layman), of course is the right to protest in this country. It might not seem like it in some of the files that have maybe come across your desks, but, trust me, it is a huge consideration as we police protests in this country. Indeed, I often wonder about my European counterparts -and bear in mind, it is the same basic legislation in terms of the European Act -and wonder at their tactics and how they interpret the European Convention on Human Rights, compared to how we do. I will never say for one minute that it is perfect in this country, but I often do wonder how some of my European colleagues interpret those Articles.
Other legislation is relevant of course. The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, particularly s 17, together with s 3 of the Criminal Law Act, common law of course giving us the power to use force when need be, and of course the Public Order Act, numerous sections for somebody in my position when I was serving, s 11, s 12, s 13 and s 14, which of course manage protest, and of course remembering that protest in this country can never be banned. It is only a procession that can ever be banned. Section 11 is the requirement to notify a procession; s 12 the power to impose conditions on a procession; s 13 the power to ban a procession and s 14 the power to impose conditions on a static assembly. For the non-legal people in the room, the most that you can do in relation to a static assembly is to impose conditions in relation to it. Section 3 of the Criminal Law Act I have already touched upon, and then of course common law, which is one that is really, really important in relation to certainly pre-emptive powers, such as containment, preemptive arrest of groups that breach the peace, as in the one in the royal wedding, etc.
Elephant in the Room: ''Containment,'' as you will always get the police referring to it, or as it is often known in the Press, ''Kettling.'' I think the first time it probably was used to real anger was on May Day 2001 in the containment in Oxford Circus, which of course was in relation to the case of R v Austin (sic), but it is a really key tactic, I am afraid, for the Metropolitan Police Service. Can anyone hazard a guess at in what conditions or in what circumstances I would have used containment?
A Member of the Audience: Riot. Mr Morgan: Riot, yes. A lot of people would say it is to manage protest. I would say that we have never used containment to manage protest. There have maybe been peaceful protesters caught up in a containment, as there was in the case of Austin and Others, but containment/kettling is very much used to prevent criminality, using mainly powers under breach of the peace. My view is that if we have got a group contained to arrest, that is not a containment per se, that is an arrest tactic of a group. Despite certain publications trying to do their best to undermine containment (and I don't have access to police records any more, for obvious reasons), I reckon in the year 2015, the Metropolitan Police used containment six times, from my memory. I authorised four of those containments, not because I am a bit ''containment happy'', but because I did command some of the probably more wary protests.
We have learned a lot since the containment of 2001, especially in relation to the management of children, vulnerable people and innocent people, supplying water, toilets and other facilities, but I can assure you it is only used as a last resort, with numerous checks and balances put in place in relation to it. In ECHR terms, it is the least intrusive and most effective. Some people would disagree with me on that one I know, but it is a significant tool in preventing significant disorder and riot on the streets of London, especially in the areas where we have protest -Parliament, Trafalgar Square, Oxford Street and areas like we are in here today.
It is not used to manage protest and it has a very definitive legal framework around it, with significant checks and balances, quite often requiring authorisation from someone of my former rank, Chief Superintendent or above, before a containment would be continued.
So I know it is a contentious issue; it will continue to be a contentious issue. We did think at one point, the Supreme Court would not support the decision-making in the late case of Austin but they did. We did think at one point that we would lose the right to use breach of the peace preventatively. We still retain that power, but it is a really interesting one that will rumble on through various cases in the future. This is slightly dramatic, I accept, but in terms of the use of containment, we are genuinely trying to prevent disorder. We are not trying to prevent protest. We can put cordons in place and stop people going down certain streets without actually containing them in relation to protest. This is the Spanish police firing (I think it is) air-launched CS. It is burning for some reason, but it is indiscriminate, not targeted.
We have these in our armoury in the UK, baton rounds, or proper name Attenuating Energy Projectile. It is fairly discriminate; you can choose with a fair amount of detail the person that you want to hit with it; but of course where you hit them in the body can be challenging and can bring with it significant Article 2 issues. They have never been fired in a disorder situation in the UK. It would take for me significant disorder for them to be fired. The overall commander for the riots in 2011 -and I am going to talk about some of my dilemmas later -he had a real dilemma that night, the first night of the riots in Tottenham. He seriously thought about using AEP, but he decided not to, and his rationale (and I summarise hugely here) was: the Metropolitan Police Service had just shot a black man. Using that, without a shadow of doubt, we would have hit another black person, given that it was in Tottenham and the makeup of the rioters, and with the consequences that would then follow, including the firing of live ammunition probably back at the officers, it was too great a risk. Even although Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Constabulary in their subsequent report said that they felt live ammunition, strangely, could have been fired, he made the decision not to, and I think it was the right decision.
Other consequences of failing to contain early enough where there is a real prospect of disorder are injuries. The gentleman here has been injured, without a shadow of doubt caused by a baton strike. So there is a fairly significant use of power in the use of containment, impacting on Articles 9, 10 and 11, but reducing the likelihood of violence.
Water cannon: in the last couple of years, I was the proud owner of three second-hand German water cannon. (Laughter) I don't know why they were purchased either, to be honest with you, but they certainly were. I think it was David Cameron and Boris Johnson, who would blink first. Water cannon are fairly indiscriminate again, and this is from America. I've got no idea what this is but it looks like something out of a really bad gangster movie, doesn't it? I joke, but those are the alternatives to containment.
I will get on to some of the dilemmas in a moment, but I want to talk about some work I did in the last five years of my service in relation to trying to enhance compliance and trying to reduce the propensity just to resort to force, certainly in relation to protest, and then disorder which might have followed from protest.
Back in 2008/2009, a Parliamentary Joint
Committee on Human Rights told us that the police must find ways to engage better in dialogue with protesters in an effort to bring greater understanding. ''Adapting to Protest'', the publication you can see here, was an HMIC review post G20. If you remember the disorder in the City and the death of the newspaper seller, this report says again, very similar to the 2008/ 2009 report, that the police must find ways to communicate better with protesters in order to avoid the need to resort to the use of force and so that protesters can make informed decisions about the likely police tactics and the implications for them and so that they could withdraw if they felt that they should. . . ''Authorised Professional Practice'', the bible of police officers in other words, says something similar.
So from the Olympics onwards effectively -you remember there was a lot of protest associated with the start of the Olympics, not so much during it -we introduced the concept of Police Liaison Teams. You will see them in these light blue jackets; they are a fairly key feature of most protests that you see nowadays. You will never get me to say that British policing is perfect, you never, ever will, but I always think that we have used dialogue to a certain extent and we have always been fairly engaging.
What this brought was actually using dialogue as a tactic; engaging and operating within the crowd, as opposed to on the outside of the crowd; having officers inside the crowd engaging with the public. The psychology, if you are interested, is the Elaborated Social Identity Model, which dispels the ''mad mob'' syndrome and tells us that there are different facets within a crowd, and if you manage those facets, provide them with information and engage them, then if the police do need to act, that act amongst the law abiding bit of the crowd certainly is then viewed as legitimate and the crowd then start to ''self-police''. I suppose you should read about it rather than have me explain it, but that is the theory, and therefore this is the acceptable face of policing in some quite challenging environments. For me, it also enhanced compliance with Articles 9, 10 and 11; people making informed choices, people understanding what the likely consequences of their actions were, and again good advice early in the protest so that they didn't get caught up in disorder; and, as I said already, reducing the necessity to revert to force. Protest, especially about things like war, parliaments, budgets, can lead to disorder or to violence. And again this was about an escalation of the use of force, using engagement in dialogue at every stage, and even when there has to be a forcible police intervention, arrests, baton strikes, etc, reintroducing the dialogue officers to again try and reduce the tension and make the reintroduction of force not required.
Another important thing that it brings to me, as a Public Order Commander stuck away in my bunker, is that I am fed a whole lot of information intelligence; CCTV, forward intelligence teams, open source, you know and a whole host of stuff. The one thing that these lads and ladies brought to it was a sense; they were inside the crowd and they were able to bring to me what it actually feels like -''Actually, sir, there is a small group that want to engage in disorder. The rest of the crowd think they're a bunch of idiots and if we keep the rest of the crowd on-side we don't think we are going to have disorder here today'' -really simple but really effective in terms of me making the right choices and, in terms of proportionality, putting in place the right tactics to ensure compliance with Articles 9, 10 and 11.
Right, it is supposed to be about dilemmas. So first dilemma: Million Mask March 2015. Does everyone know what I am talking about? 5th November; it takes place every year. It focuses on parliaments. They use Guy Fawkes masks. I am told it originates from the V for Vendetta film and it has been quite problematic over the last few years, a lot of officers injured, a lot of members of the public injured through police tactics, significant disorder, damage to property and so far every time it has happened it has been on a weekday evening, although it was a Saturday night this year (sic), but the five years or so that I was involved with it, it was a weekday evening in November; people coming home from work, people going to the theatre; bars/clubs/coffee shops heaving, buses full, as you will see shortly.
It's quite interesting. That is the one I am going to show you. I got to bed at 3 o'clock in the morning, woke up bleary-eyed because the phone went, somebody wanting an explanation of what had happened, and I see the Commissioner on breakfast television stroking a horse. (Laughter) So my Tourette's kicks in. Stroke of genius. I think we had 20-odd police officers injured. The news channels weren't interested in that, but the good old British public -''You don't touch that animal.'' A police horse had been injured and of course it had attracted all the news crews in the UK to come and see that. So afterwards ''stroke of genius'', but, to be fair, I didn't quite recognise that at the time. (At this point, a video was played) And, yes, the Royal Parks agency did send me the bill for cleaning up the Queen Victoria Memorial.
So it was quite a dilemma. There was a lot in the Press about ''How did the police allow this to happen,'' that type of rhetoric, not unreasonably, not unreasonably at all, perfectly right. The Mayor of London asked questions, as did the Commissioner and others. Protest? -just about. Disorder? -no. There was a limited pocket of disorder, not a mass disorder. Would that have been intimidating if you had come out of the theatre or were on a bus going up Whitehall? Yes, it would have been.
So we get to 2015. It still wasn't perfect; it never was going to be; and a lot of people did ask me the question was I going to request for it to be banned. It is all very well saying that a protest is going to be banned, but if five and a half thousand people still turn up you've got a problem. So I thought long and hard and thought about how we could intervene at an earlier stage and take out those who are intent on disorder, have a big intelligence operation around it, a big pre-event operation around it and I decided to go for conditions under the Public Order Act. I have never been an advocate of banning processions; I just don't think it works, unless you are going to bring in the army, but I don't think it will ever work. But by imposing conditions where you restrict the activities they can do, people are still able to engage in protest and protest peacefully. So impose conditions under the Public Order Act; utilise Dispersal Zones, using powers under the ASB, Crime and Policing Act; and differentiation really, really went a long way, because there were about three and a half thousand cops at this event and I really did a lot of briefing to the cops in relation to differentiating between protest and criminality. I am a simple soul; if it quacks and gets fed and it's got web feet, it's probably a duck, and a protest is not that dissimilar. A lot of what you could see there, in my view, was clearly not protest. So a lot of it was differentiating those that were there for peaceful protest and facilitating that protest, but not anti-social behaviour and criminality that is intended to intimidate people going about their lawful business, because whilst protesters have got human rights, so too do those who are going about their lawful business. I actually used the Police Liaison Teams. I think it is fair to say that 90% of those that turned out were bemused bystanders who were going to get a good laugh and there was really only 10% of the crowd that were actually criminal. So I would use the Police Liaison Teams, using the Elaborated Social Identity model to identify those that really we could manage and could inform, and then they could make an informed decision not to engage in disorder, and early intervention, as I said earlier.
Notting Hill Carnival -yeah, there were probably three that kept me awake; this one kept me awake as well. Notting Hill Carnival: the last time I commanded it was in 2015. Successful carnival? You know, as someone who is in charge of Notting Hill Carnival, if you get away without a murder you think that is success, rightly or wrongly. I will touch a little bit more on that in a minute.
So Notting Hill Carnival -there are the images. I've seen them all before, I think, even my predecessors; a very old newspaper here, old photographs. I got the same thing. The Notting Hill Carnival is a great cultural event. You will never get me saying anything to the contrary, but I think in the last year I did it there were eight stabbings, including one police officer, and we ended up with 400 odd arrests. The time is hell for the people that live there. Does anyone live in the area?
No. The period is hell, but it is a great event and it's great for London (and I will come on later maybe to some of my thoughts about what we could do), but those are the images that really we need to get away from, and I've tried hugely to get a medical element into this presentation today. This is it, by the way, folks. (Laughter)
Injuries
And the injuries that this brings with it, as I said before, involve real Article 2 issues here. I think we can all guess what has happened there. These are the weapons that were seized in the last year I did it; hundreds of weapons were seized; and, you know, it wouldn't be tolerated anywhere else in society, and it is. There are a number of reasons why it is. I am not going into them now, but it is, and one of the reasons is it would be so difficult to manage if we had decided to ban it. It's a bit like banning the last one. You can't just ban Notting Hill Carnival. You can't just move it into Hyde Park. I think that was Ken Livingstone's suggestion, wasn't it? You can't just move it, because it won't go, and you'll end up managing something that is not controlled in any way, shape or form. Notting Hill Carnival is not great in terms of the way it is managed and controlled. You would never get a safety certificate anywhere else for what happens at Notting Hill Carnival. It is a real dilemma as to what we are going to do. You know, we could go in all guns blazing, but I didn't want to be the one that was responsible for the 2015 Notting Hill Carnival race riots. There are real dilemmas around the tactics, how interventionist we are, etc etc.
I actually found this when I was researching. I just thought it would be interesting to see, because the thing that I still can't my head around about the Carnival is that life is cheap. When young people go to the Carnival a lot of them expect to get stabbed, and I actually found this (I'd never seen it before) on the internet, which is made with some young people and it is advice if you get stabbed at the Carnival. I'll stop there and we'll watch it.
(At this point, a video was played) I thought it was interesting that that is the expectation going to the Carnival, not everybody's expectation because people can keep themselves safe, but the vast majority of stabbings at the Carnival are stranger on stranger, literally because they've been disrespected in the streets. You know, what a thing to go to something that is such a great cultural event expecting to get stabbed. I am sure the doctors amongst you thought that was actually good advice and presented in a reasonable way.
So anyway, what did we do in my last year there? I don't like the words ''zero tolerance'' but I'll use them. We took a zero tolerance approach. It was the highest arrest rate in 10 years; 400 and god knows how many people arrested. We made a decision to take early intervention to try and stop stabbings. There were still eight, but there were no serious stabbings. We targeted crimes of the highest seriousness, but we also targeted crimes that impacted on local people. We targeted the supply of nitrous oxide, the supply of which has been banned nowadays. Laughing gas -am I right?
A member of the audience: Yes. Mr Morgan: Yes. The Scottish Certificate of Education in Higher Chemistry never leaves you. (Laughter) We did a very assertive style of policing. We did a lot of preventative work preventing criminals getting on to the Carnival footprint, both in advance by imposing bail conditions on them but also taking them out in transport loads as far away as Tottenham, Lambeth, Croydon and other places.
But, you know, I would never advocate, as I said at the start, doing away with the Carnival; it is too big an event, but it needs to be professionalised. Some money needs to be pumped into it. When you look at how New Year's Eve was professionalised. Do you remember, nothing used to happen on New Year's Eve. You used to just get a lot of people gathering in Parliament Square. A lot of money was pumped into it from 2000 onwards. It was professionalised. They brought in a great management company, actually put some fireworks on the South Bank and professionalised it. The same thing needs to happen to the carnival, and if that means that London needs to spend some money to make that happen until it can become self-funding and we start attracting sponsors, because there are no stabbings and deaths taking place at the carnival, I think that has got to be the way forward. The talk of putting it into Hyde Park, the talk of making it on different days, forget it; we will just end up policing two carnivals.
Okay. The final one, you will be pleased to know. On the 9th May, two days after the last General Election, there was a lot of anti-David Cameron sentiment around. It was easily the busiest day and the longest day of my police career. We had a spontaneous protest against Cameron in Whitehall, we had the VE Day 70th anniversary concert taking place on Horse Guards Parade, at the side of Whitehall, and we had this little gem taking place in Walthamstow. I'll park the stuff that was taking place in Central London and just concentrate on this one.
I was the Gold Commander for this one (in other words, I was the Supreme Commander if you like) and I had this in the Press. The English Defence League had tried to march in Walthamstow at certain times. They viewed it, as you will see there, as ''Islamist Bandit Country'' (their words, not mine) and there was a whole host of public opinion, both locally and nationally, saying that the English Defence League should not be allowed to demonstrate in Walthamstow, which, as you know, is a very multicultural area, a very vibrant area with a lot of young families, etc, and the English Defence League (I spent a lot of my career in Tower Hamlets) do generate fear within minority communities. There is a perception of what they bring and the hatreds that they bring with them, rightly or wrongly. I was getting pressure from politicians. The MP was writing to me and was writing to the Commissioner and the Commissioner was writing to me and wanting to see me every day, but we had a lot of pressure to ban this march. As I said, EDL had wanted to march there several times. My view was that, regardless of how much you agree or don't agree with their sentiments, provided they are peaceful they have got rights under Articles 9, 10 and 11 as well. It is slightly controversial, but they have. In addition, as I say, they had tried to march three or four times. One was banned; another one with conditions, but because of the level of disorder half of it had to be actually taken out of the area; so they never got the opportunity, in their view, to march through (their words) ''Islamist Bandit Country''. I felt that the boil needed to be lanced and they almost had to be allowed to have their rights, so I decided that the march would be allowed to go ahead but with stringent conditions, both against them (we'll call them the ''right wing'') and against the local community, who were, not unsurprisingly, partnered up with a lot of left wing organisations, because I was keen to prevent disorder, so I used the powers under s 12 and s 14 of the Public Order Act. Was there any alternative? I am pretty sure the Commissioner would have supported me if I had decided to go for a ban under s 13, but again a ban is unworkable, whereas giving stringent conditions, allow the right to protest on both sides, but use them to keep them apart, and where there is a chance of disorder, where they break away and try and engage in disorder, clear power for my officers to intervene.
So I am going to show you a little bit of footage, the last bit of footage, you will be pleased to know. I think they were lucky if there were 200. I think I deployed 1600 officers to make it happen, officers that were taken out of your communities that day to go and police this.
(At this point, a video was played) This is it. It doesn't get any bigger. It's not a great depiction. I don't have access to the Metropolitan Police videos any more. That's it. It doesn't get much bigger than that. Two hundred to two hundred fifty totally escorted all the way in, all the way through Forest Road, and that sort of area, up to the Town Hall. This is the front of the Town Hall here, for the people who know it. The left wing and the local community, we have got them conditioned a little bit further up, not with quite so many officers around them, and, as you see, they've got quite an escort. (Laughter) When it turns you'll see all the police vans that are following. You're maybe asking yourselves whether these things should be allowed to happen. It was necessary. There was no disorder on that day. Some of the right wing were arrested, a small number of the left wing were arrested. That's them going into the pen. They're big and brave at this precise moment in time because they've got nearly 2000 cops around them. The left wing are further up here, just out of sight. We've got a little protest here. You can't quite see it. The left wing are up there and the local community is up there, and as the camera swings round now, as it hopefully will, you will see quite a big chunk of the Metropolitan Police Service. (Laughter)
Okay. It was a success. They haven't come back, so the boil was lanced. They think they got freedom of expression, I think they got freedom of expression. I am not totally convinced that the priests and the Imams did, who were trying to manage the communities of Waltham Forest and trying to reduce the fear from the EDL. I am certainly not convinced that this young Asian family here thought it was right for me to respect the rights under Articles 9, 10 and 11.
Here is one for the legal minds amongst you from Lord Justice Selby, a fairly famous extract from the case of Redmond-Bate, in 1999. I know you can all read, so I am not going to read it out. I used to have that on my wall in the Public Order branch. It helped me sometimes when I was trying to defend myself against people who were telling me that a certain demonstration shouldn't take place. But, you know, although this was in 1999, nearly 20 years ago, there is still something in what Redmond-Bate says about the Human Rights Act, in terms of that as well but for me in terms of what freedom of expression is about, which is something that I relied upon quite heavily certainly throughout my career.
Ladies and gentlemen, it's been a little bit of a ramble and a canter through. As I was saying before, I did some fantastic stuff. I got quite a lot of it wrong. One thing I would say though is I always learn from my mistakes. Usually, it was some lawyer pointing out to me afterwards in a court that I got it wrong for something that took place in thirty seconds getting picked apart over two to three days. I have said this three times now: we don't always get it right but we always try to get it right. Sometimes things get out of hand and officers use force that they shouldn't have. Officers are only human; they get angry as well. When I look at how our European colleagues manage protest -I once went to France; their tactic was ''Let the two groups get together and then we will deal with them,'' which is interesting from an Article 2 prospective.
But that is some of the stuff that I have dealt with over the years and I would welcome any questions. Thank you. (Applause)
Discussion
Dr Sarah Galbraith: Sarah Galbraith; I am medical. Your talk was absolutely fascinating. One question I wanted to ask you is in the current fiscal climateand in your description of allowing the English Defence League to march through Walthamstow, you obviously did the right thing, upheld freedom of speech and kept the whole neighbourhood peaceful, but does there come a point where you are allowed to say ''Well, to let this go ahead would utilise completely disproportionate resources,'' because it must have cost you a fortune?
Mr Morgan: It did cost a fortune, and s 13 of the Public Order Act, the power to ban, actually says that where the conditions under s 12 and s 14 are not sufficient (and resourcing, I would suggest, would come in at that point), there is a point where you have to call a halt to it. The Metropolitan Police struggles with that one because there are 32,000 of them. Other forces might be able to justify it, but there is a point. The march before had been banned under s 13. So s 13 has been used in the past, but they came back again, and whilst I was not hugely comfortable with the decision, I made the decision to allow it to go ahead, but with really strenuous conditions, because I felt that unless they go through Walthamstow we are going to be doing this every weekend, and they haven't been back -but don't put that bit on the internet. (Laughter)
Mr Miller: Thank you, Chief Superintendent, for a most interesting and candid talk. My name is Douglas Miller. I wanted to ask you why you targeted at the Notting Hill Carnival nitrous oxide supply as opposed to any other drugs.
Mr Morgan: No, we did target drug supply. We did target Class A supply as well. The problem with the nitrous oxide supply is that it gives that short-term high and the effects that come with it in terms of violent crime, etc. I didn't make it clear. It is a very good point. We did target Class A supply, not so much Class B but Class A supply, and took out those dealers, but the way the nitrous oxide, that short-term high manifests itself created a real public safety issue, almost to the extent that Class A doesn't, although the long-term effects of Class A are far greater, and it is also a new sort of commodity, if you like. We have only seen it for the last two to three years.
Mrs Brahams: Diana Brahams, retired barrister, but not a criminal one. I was just thinking that you showed us you had so many knives that you confiscated and you said that's probably the tip of the iceberg anyway. Is there no way that the Notting Hill Carnival could be more contained, so that people had to walk through a scanner or have their bags searched? I mean, that is what we do in all other public buildings when you feel there is a risk.
Mr Morgan: We do, Diana, you are absolutely right, and in all the access routes to the carnival -they reckon there are 1.2 million people on the streets of Notting Hill on the Bank Holiday Monday -what we did do is we put in place filter cordons so that everybody entering the carnival via the main routes had to go past a line of officers. You can't search everyone, but we did effectively take out gangs and search gangs that fitted a certain profile. So selected use of ''stop and search'', yes. Searching everyone is just not feasible, just not feasible. I think the person doing it this year would probably want to do it from a terrorism perspective. I think she will probably use more powers than I used to be able to stop and search more people, but it is just not feasible, and the weapons sometimes are already there; they have already been taken in and secreted in houses, gardens, public areas.
Mr Brahams: Malcolm Brahams, solicitor. I am desperately upset you won't have the opportunity of protecting Donald Trump when he visits. (Laughter) Secondly, related to that (and you did hint on this), how do you cope with the protection officers supplied by foreign heads of state here?
Mr Morgan: Okay. This is quite an interesting one. To take your first question, when the Americans were here with Obama they did say to me (and I won't use an American accent again) ''Hey, Colin, imagine what this will be like when President Trump arrives,'' and of course at that time, it was ''Hey ho,'' and they went ''Don't worry, it will never happen.'' (Laughter) I did say ''I'm off that day,'' and I think they actually believed me. (Laughter) As soon as I heard it was happening, I did send a few texts to my colleagues who are still serving and did ask them how they were going to manage it. Foreign protection officers: yeah, a very, very good one. I joked about the Chinese State Visit. In this country, we have very good protection officers, all supplied by the Metropolitan Police Service, regardless of where in the country, and they operate and are trained to high standards. As a general rule, we don't allow foreign nations to carry firearms in this country, which you will be pleased to know, for good reasons. One, we don't know how well they are trained, and their rules of engagement are very much different to ours. However, it does happen, and where we find out that it happens we literally have to work with the government of that country, with their embassy, to take away that protection officer. It has to be dealt with very sensitively, because sometimes it is the protection officer for the visiting principal. It could be a President, a King, a Queen or a Prime Minister and it can be a very tricky area. Most countries don't do it. They make some quite ridiculous demands, but they don't do it, but certain countries do, or they try it, and we go to great lengths before the event to tell them what the law in this country is. Protection officers don't have diplomatic immunity, which is a positive. We have never had to revert, that I am aware of, to the use of power of arrest, etc. Carrying a firearm, because they don't have a permit, is an offence, so they can be arrested, but we try and deal with it as sensitively as possible, and, yes, it does happen, not very often but it does happen.
Mr Samuels: Alec Samuels, a lawyer. As you will know, sir, we have had a number of cases which have come before the courts where the police have taken what I think is described as ''pre-emptive action''; that is to say, presumably through intelligence, they know that a coachload of young people, still quite some way out of London, are intending to come to London to participate in what they call a ''protest'', but presumably from your intelligence you have more suspicious views about what might happen.
Mr Morgan: Yes. Mr Samuels: The judges have not been clearly supportive in this matter. Do you find the situation satisfactory, or would you welcome wider powers to take action at that time?
Mr Morgan: Thank you for an incredibly good question. I touched on this, I think, in the second slide -the Royal Wedding. A couple of hundred zombies decided they were going to try and disrupt the Royal Wedding and we took the pre-emptive action you're talking about there, and I think rightly, and the Supreme Court has agreed with us that it was proportionate, it was lawful and it was appropriate. The trouble is that we are relying upon the power to prevent a breach of the peace, which is an ancient common law power where the definition is challenging, to say the least, and we're using a power that is less than clear, and sometimes, you know, we are having to use that power in quite challenging circumstances. So I would welcome clearer legislation, but I think it would be very difficult legislation to try and draft, because of the different complexities and the different ways that might manifest itself in the act that the group are intent upon doing. So it would be great if there was legislation, something after s 12-s 14 of the Public Order Act, but I think the law-makers might struggle with coming up with something that is not so prescriptive that it is unworkable.
Professor Zeitlin: Harry Zeitlin, medic. Curiously, do police officers carry personal insurance against charges against them in these actions?
Mr Morgan: We don't, but federated rights through their subscriptions to the Police Federation, Superintending rights through their subscriptions to the Superintendents Association and Chief Officers through their NPCC subscriptions are insured in terms of legal actions against them, and thankfully that covers retired officers. (Laughter)
The President: Well, that is a good point, I think, at which to call this to an end, with very, very many thanks to Colin. There are some new faces here tonight. Just to remind everybody, at the end of this meeting, we have small eats and ''canape´s'', they call it -one of my predecessors called it ''cannabis'' (laughter) -and some sort of wine, so do come and enjoy it. And thank you, Colin, very much indeed.
Mr Morgan: You are very welcome. (Applause)
